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Second. Because we do not believe that the resolution will 
accomplish anything. It will not benefit a single American 
citizen, institution, or interest. It will place this country 
at great disadvantage in negotiating treaties with the enemy 
countries, and will sacrifice the interests of thousands of our 
citizens, and cost this country and its nationals millions of 
dollars. 

Its proponents claim that it will restore peace and help 
our trade with Germany. It will do neither. 

It will not restore peace, for we are already at peaceful 
relations with the peoples of those countries. 

It will restore only a status of peace, which does not exist 
now, and which should not exist until the disputed questions 
between this country and the countries with which we were 
at war growing out of the war are settled by negotiations or 
imposed agreements. 

It will not advance our trade with Germany, for that is 
going forward as rapidly as German financial conditions and 
credits will permit. This year — that is, during the year 
ending June 30, 1921 — our export trade with Germany will 
be larger than it ever was with that country, being about 
$400,000,000, as against $352,000,000 in 1913, the high-water 
mark in our trade with that country. 

Third. Because it is positively injurious to the interests of 
America and her nationals. 

If we restore the status of peace before our difficulties 
with Germany are settled, we surrender the advantage of 
the position which we hold as a belligerent, and which all 
of the allied powers had when they negotiated their terms of 
peace with Germany. 

We endanger and leave unsettled — 

(o) The right to use the property in the hands of the 
Alien Property Custodian to satisfy claims of America and 
her nationals for damage done to them during the war. 

(6) The title to the ships taken during the war. 

(c) Our passport system in a most unsatisfactory condi- 
tion. 

(d) We open up to the representatives of commercial 
houses in Germany our whole country, with no such right on 
the part of our commercial houses to send representatives to 
Germany. 

(e) The reparation for the maintenance of our troops on 
the Rhine, which at this time is some $250,000,000. 

(/) We make no provision for the protection of American 
nationals in Germany. 

(g) The right to the patents which we took over during 
the wan 

(h) We very much complicate our tariff system, and run 
the risk of having the German, or autonomous, tariff rates 
applied to American products shipped to Germany. 

We believe we will run the risk of all these losses if this 
resolution is passed. Others may disagree with us, but 
Germany will certainly make these claims as soon as we are 
at peace with her, and the fact that she makes them will 
render it much more difficult for us to get her to agree to 
our conditions. 

Fourth. In consideration for the removal of the war 
status, we receive no compensated return. True the resolu- 
tion recites that we shall retain the property already seized 
by our forces. But we assert that these reservations add 
nothing to our title or to our security to this property, and 
do nothing more than serve notice upon the German Govern- 
ment as to what our position will be with respect to this 
property. The Versailles treaty is only binding upon those 
powers which have exchanged ratifications. We have not 
ratified the treaty, and Germany is not bound to satisfy the 
claims of our Government or our nationals. 

Fifth. This resolution will only serve to strengthen Ger- 
many's claim that the seizure by our Government of the 
property of Germany and German nationals, including the 
ships in our ports, was unlawful and in violation of our 
treaties of 1799 and 1828. 

Sixth. We cannot by this resolution either persuade or 
compel Germany to reciprocate by similar legislation, and 
the only way known to the law to settle these questions 
between Germany and ourselves is either by treaty negotia- 
tions, or an agreement secured by force, or the threat of 
force. 



Seventh. Germany has shown no disposition voluntarily 
to make settlement with any of our allies or ourselves on an 
equitable basis for the damages she did. 

Eighth. We conclude, therefore, if the administration is 
not willing to ratify the Versailles treaty upon such reserva- 
tion, and upon such terms and conditions as will secure for 
the United States and its nationals all the rights and privi- 
leges which are provided under the Versailles treaty, we 
suggest that before this resolution is passed we request the 
President to enter into communication with the enemy 
governments and negotiate treaties by which they will agree 
to adjust all differences fairly to it, ourselves, and our asso- 
ciates. If our enemy governments will not enter into a 
treaty along these lines while a status of war is in effect 
they will not do so with the status of peace established. If 
they do enter into such agreements, we believe they will do 
so more readily and expeditiously while the status of war 
remains than if we declared we were at peace with them. 
In any event, we will have all the advantages thereby in our 
negotiations by retaining the present status. 

From whatever angle this resolution is viewed, it presents 
itself as a proposition not only altogether ineffective in 
achieving its proclaimed purpose, but as a sure method of 
confusing our foreign relations, injecting new and compli- 
cated questions into an already difficult situation, and in- 
volving a surrender of American rights and an impairment 
of American prestige and honor. 



THE UNIONIST TRIUMPH— A PROBLEM 
FOR SINN FEIN 

The Unionists triumphed in a sweeping, over- 
whelming manner in the elections in northern Ire- 
land. Ulster has taken its stand with England, as gen- 
erally expected, but with a positiveness that was wholly 
unexpected. Four-fifths of the 52 seats have been car- 
ried by Sir James Craig's following. Instead of the 
expected Unionist majority of about 14, there is one of 
approximately double that number. 

With the lapse of time since the election for judgment 
and words to calm, and in which to measure and analyze 
the reports that come from the scene of the balloting, it 
appears that the election fairly represents the actual and 
normal political tendencies of the north of Ireland. 
Charges of intimidation and violence flew with the com- 
ing of the first reports, and also charges of personation, 
or "repeating," to use the word familiar in American 
politics. The best information is that there is little to 
substantiate the charges of intimidation. It is stated 
that some 34,000 Sinn Fein and Nationalist votes were 
cast in Belfast, which hardly would have been the case 
had there not been ordinary fairness and freedom in the 
conduct of the election. As to repeating, both sides did 
what they could in some sections. Quite possibly, each 
offset the other, with the result that this unfair and dis- 
honorable practice in no way polluted the election, in 
so far as it ultimately reflects the sentiments of the 
people. There seems to be no reason to believe that even 
though the Unionists had the better of the repeating, 
their victory should be appreciably discounted on that 
ground. 
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If any factor entered importantly into the contest, 
other than the sheer and simple sentiment of the people, 
it probably was the superior generalship of the Unionist 
leaders and their better organization. It is conceded 
that they had the advantage in these respects. But, 
considered practically, superior generalship and or- 
ganization in a political contest cannot be separated 
from crystallized public opinion. It is, in a large meas- 
ure, the agency by which normal public opinion is crys- 
tallized and made effective, and will be, until each voter 
is able to formulate his opinion absolutely without aid, 
and equally able to effectuate that opinion. In a sense, 
it is public opinion working on public opinion. It is the 
stronger of a given faith helping the weaker of that 
same faith to be effective. 

More to be thought about now, however, than the 
overwhelming Unionist victory is the effect it will have, 
not in the north of Ireland, but the south. Today, Sinn 
Fein is confronted with the fact that Ireland is govern- 
mentally divided, as it has been divided in sentiment. 
No longer are the differences within Ireland a matter of 
debate and conjecture as to outcome. There is an out- 
come, and that outcome is a fact which bulks large upon 
the horizon of Irish affairs. 

With a parliamentary government set up in the north 
of Ireland, representing plainly the will of the far larger 
part of the people of that district, seeking and insisting 
upon continued union with England, it is inconceivable 
that England will agree to any plan for settlement of 
the Irish problem that will be unsatisfactory to the new 
government; certainly, it will agree to none that will 
offer any material danger to the interests represented by 
that government. This is equivalent to saying that, 
apart from any commitments against entire freedom for 
all of Ireland that Mr. Lloyd-George and his govern- 
ment have made in the past, a new condition has arisen 
which sets up an apparently insuperable barrier to en- 
tire freedom for the whole of the island' voluntarily 
granted by England. What, then, will Sinn Fein do? 
Will it argue that Ireland is a natural unit, geographic- 
ally, economically, and ethnologically ; that the principle 
of self-determination does not apply to the north, and 
that it will continue its battle for complete freedom for 
all Ireland, irrespective of the views of Ulster ? Or will 
it seek to set up a new nation upon a part of Ireland ? 
Or will it, unwillingly, be forced to accept the Lloyd- 
George plan for an Ireland divided between two parlia- 
mentary governments, under the home-rule scheme? 
And, in which position will it command the larger meas- 
ure of that public favor which has been given it freely 
in many parts of the world? At the present writing 
strong pleas for the amendment of the Irish Home Rule 
act are coming unexpectedly from the House of Lords. 
This is thought to be a happy augury. 



LEANING TOWARD THE HOUSE 
DISARMAMENT PLANS 

Recent developments indicate to many observers that the 
sudden withdrawal of opposition on the part of Administra- 
tion leaders In the Senate to the Borah disarmament reso- 
lution, put forward in this session in the form of an amend- 
ment to the Naval Appropriation Bill, did not mean that 
President Harding is prepared to accept that resolution. 

It was well understood shortly after Senator Borah put 
forward his plan, as an amendment to the Naval Bill, that 
the President did not approve it. From the best sources of 
information at the White House came the statement that, 
while the President was deeply Interested in forwarding the 
movement for disarmament, he did not want his "hand 
forced." The implication was that the matter was one sur- 
rounded by many delicate problems, and the Administration 
would do better if left alone by Congress. When, however, 
a few days later, Senator Polndexter, in charge of the Naval 
Bill, withdrew opposition to the Borah plan, it was assumed 
in most quarters that the general situation had cleared so 
that the President would not feel himself embarrassed by 
adoption of the Borah resolution, or that the pressure for its 
adoption had become too strong to resist. 

Now it appears to informed members of Congress, as well 
as to observers, that the sudden withdrawal of opposition to 
the Borah plan in the Senate was a bit of strategy, and that 
the Administration's objections to it will be effectuated 
through action originating in the House. Representative 
Porter, of Pennsylvania, chairman of the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, has a substitute plan, which is expected 
to have potent support from friends of the Administration. 
Exactly what caused the decision to shift the contest to the 
House from the Senate, where Administration supporters 
insist they had sufficient votes to protect the President's 
views, cannot be stated. One theory is that some of the Ad- 
ministration's supporters would have been troubled some- 
what in fighting the Borah plan. Another is that the Presi- 
dent, an experienced legislator and a seeker of results with 
the least friction, felt that his aims could be achieved most 
easily and peacefully if the House passed a disarmament 
resolution satisfactory to him, and stood firmly for it in 
conference. In any event, there seems to be no doubt that 
the Administration favors the Porter plan, as reported from 
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

This plan, as will be seen by careful reading of the reso- 
lution, merely concurs in what the President has said on the 
subject of disarmament, and then adds a clause appropriat- 
ing $100,000 for expenses. It is noted by friends of the Ad- 
ministration that if any action is to be taken by Congress 
as to disarmament at this juncture, probably nothing could 
be more satisfactory to Mr. Harding than the Porter resolu- 
tion. It seeks to take nothing from what the President has 
said, nor to add any directions, nor to point to any specific 
steps. It does nothing more than give its approval to the 
President, and to provide him with money to meet any nec- 
essary expenses. 

The exact text of the Porter resolution follows : 

JOINT RESOLUTION 

Concurring in the declared purpose of the President of the 
United States to call an international conference to limit 
armaments. 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That 



